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OBSEELVAtlONS, &c. 



TtiE payment of the Pnhc^ of \Vaies*s 
<kits engages the attention of the pub-*' 
iic. The idea tiliat they are to b6 difcharged 
by the nation is offehfive. If there exifts 
any where a fund, tiie property of the 
Prince, and which he is entitied to call for, 
juflice requires that lus claim fhould be 
brought foi-ward, and ii^ on examination the 
Princess cldm is well-founded^ the money 
ought to be paid him, that he may relieve 
himfelf with his own property, and riot 
with the bounty of others. — I am of opimori 
that fuch a fund does exiftj and I believe 
that thofe who will confider the matter cool- 
ly and difpaffionately, will concur with me 
in this opinion. 

B The 
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The Pl-ince on his birth became proprietor 
in Fee-fimple of the Duchy of Cornwall, by 
virtue of a fettlement made of that duchy by 
aft of Parliament in the i ith of Ed. IIL — 
Theltfftate createci by that a6l Wa^ a Fee-fifti- 
pie Qualified, in many refpefts of a very pe- 
culiar nature -, differing indeed fo much from 
the rules of %e common law, that nothing 
fliort of the power of Parliament could have 
creatcid it, — ^For, ift, it is an eflate which 
JVfsy defcend from the 'anceftor to the heir 
before, the death of' the anceftor, coi^ary to 
that genejFal rule. Nemo efi hares n)hentis, 
2dly, It \^^^ Fcc-fimplc which may determine 
for want of heirs, and. revive whenever a 
{>erron comes in ej^e\ entitled to claim- as 
heir within thedefcriptionof the fettlement ^ 
in this likewife it differs from efiates at the 
common law.— 7There are other circum- 
ftances of peculiarily, which it is npt necef- 
lary to remark. 

The Prince of Wales on his birth became 
owner of this Fee-limple Qualified j but it 
did riot defcend to him from his father : for 
the Fee-fimple Qualified created by the a6t 
of the I Ith of Ed. IIL was in abeyance, pre- 
«^ious to the birth of the Prince of Wales > id 



t- 3 ] 

eji^ it exifted only in contempktion of law. * 
—His prefent Majefty never was owner of 
this Fee-fimple, for, not being the firft-born 
Ibn of a King of England, he was not heir 
to that eftate within the defcription of the . 
fettlement. 

During the Hfe of George IL his prefent 
Majefty held the Duchy of Cornwall by vir-» 
tue of a grant from his grandfather, and on 
the death of George IL he was remitted to 
the old eftate in Fee-fimple which exifted in 
Edward III. previous - to the fettlement 
Diade in the iith of that monarch's reign. 
This old Fee-fimple, which was in his prefent 
Majefty previous to the birth of the Prince 
of Wales, vanijloed on the birth of the . 
Prince pf Wales ; the Prince taking by de- 
fcent, as heir of the Fee-fimple cjualified, cre- 
ated by the j ith of E4. III. 

The Prince being owner pf the Duchy of 
Cornwall from the moment of his birth, the 
prefumption of law is, that he w^s entitled 
to the revenues from the fame period j they 
have been received by the King during the 
Prince's minority; but, except the King can 
ijjew a right to retain them, they h^ve been 
jreceivgd for the ufe of the Prince. A cafe 
13 8 has 
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has been cited by Mr, Anftruther, as an anr 
Iwer to the Prince's claun of thefe revenues 
during his minority; viz. the claim of 
Charles I. while Prince of Wales -, on which 
claim, it is faid, the judges were of opinion 
that Prince Charles was not entitled. 

I do not know whether this opinion of the 
judges is in print j I have not been able to 
meet with it. But the title of Prince Charley 
was widely different from that of the prefent 
Prince of Wales. For, ill, Prince Charles 
did not take the Duchy of Cornwall as heir 
pf the Fee-fimple Qualified, created by the 
ilith of Ed. III. Prince Charles not being 
^e firft-bom fon of a King of JEngland, fq 
as to enable him to take as heir, within the 
, terms of that fettlement. He took as a 
purchafer, under a grant from his father 
King James j taking as a purchafer, and by 
virtue of a grant from his father, Princp 
Charles had no pretence to demand the rer 
venues antecedent to the date of his grant. 
That Prince Charles did not take |he IJiuchy 
of Cornwall as heir under the fettlement of 
^e I ith of Ed. III. is prove4 by the doc- 
trine Idd down in ^he Princess Cafe^ in Lord 
jppke's 8th Report ; for it is there laid down, 

'• that 



Aat Henry VIII. did not fuccced to thei 
Puchy of Cornwall, as h^ir under this fet^ 
tlement, becajafe he was not the firft-bom 
fon of a King of England j his k'other 
Prince Arthur having been the firfl-born foft. 
Now if this doftrine was well founded as to 
Henry VIII. it applied equally to the cl^^m 
of Prince Charles, his brother Prince Henry 
having been the firft-bom fon of King 
James. • .^ 

I am aware that there is a diftijm of Lord 
Hardwicke, in a cafe reported by Vezey, in 
which his lordfhip is ftated to have enter-* 
tained doubts of the foundnefs of the doc- 
trine laid down by I„ord Coke, in his report 
pf I'be Princes Cafe, Lord Hardwicke's opi-* 
nion (admitting it to have been corre6tly 
ilated by Mr. Vezey) was a mere d0um^ 
thrown out obiter^ and extrajudicially ; and 
is acknowledged to have been founded on a 
ioofe expreffifin of Lord Bacpn, viz. that 
pn thg death of Prince Henry, the. Duchy 
pf Cornwall devoln^ed on Prince Charles. 
Now,, in the firil place, it is to be obferved, 
|:hat this expreffion ^s ufed by Lord Bacon, 
not as lawyer, but as an hiftorians and it is 
j^jardinj^ a gr^t deal to fay, that Lord Ba- 

coa 
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con meant by this expreflion, that Prince 
Charles took by defcent, and not by pur- 
chiafe. The Princes Cafe was a moft folemn 
decifion, in the Court of Chancery, by Lord 
Chancellor EUefmere, aflifted by Sir John 
Popham, Sir' Edward Coke, Fleming, Chief 
Baron, and Williams, Judge of the King's- 
Bench 5 the objeft of the difcuffion was to 
afcertain the rights of Prince Henry as Duke 
of Cornwall. And all the various incidents 
of that Qualified Fee-fimple which was cre- 
ated by the i ith of Ed. III. were examined 
in the courfe of the difcuffion. 
- Lord EUefmere, Sir John Popham, and 
Sir Edward Coke, are names of the firft efti-^ 
mation among the fages of the lawj and we 
have the advantage of having the cafe f e-^ 
ported by Sir -Edward Coke, at that time 
Chief Juftice of the Common Pleas, and 
wl^o himfelf affifted at the judgment. From 
the confideration of thefe circumflances, I 
cannot fay that this diftum of Lord Hard^ 
wicke at all weighs with me, when op-f 
pofed to the folemn decifion reported by Lord 
Coke. The Princes Cafe was decided in the 
3d of James L and when Prince Charles's 
claim was examined by the judges, | cannot 

help 
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help tMnking that they muft have guided 
themfelves by that folemn decifion fo lately 
pronpunced, and which they had at that 
time in print reported by Lord Coke. J£ 
they did guiife themfelves by the dodjrine 
laid down in "The Prince's Cafe^ there was an 
end of Prince Charles's cl^m ; for as he did 
not take as heir, but as a purchafer under 
his father's grant, there was no colour for his 
claiming the revenues antecedent to the date 
of his grant. 

But admitting for the moment, that the 
judges who decided on Prince Charles's 
claim tiid not adopt the doftrine laid down 
in T^he Princess Cafe^ yet, notwjthftanding 
this, there was another ground on which 
they were obUged to decide againft Prince 
Charles's claim. If Prince Charles took as 
heir, King James, as Guardian in Chivalry, 
^was entitled to receive to his own ufe the 
revenues of the Duchy during the minority 
of the Prince. So that, Sludcunque Vid, whe- 
ther Prince Charles took as a purchafer un- 
der a grant from his father, or as heir of the 
Fee-fimple created by the fettlem'ent in the 
1 1 th of Ed. HI. he was not entitled to the 
revenues during his minority. ^ ^. 

' . This 
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This rgefted claim therefore ^£ Priiic«f 
Charles muft be laid out of the queftion ; 
ttid can in no d^ee influ^icc oiar opinions^ 
iieij)e6Hng Ae right of the prefent Prince of 
Wales } except his Royal Highnsfs can be 
ibeVm to ftand in one of the t#o iitbations 
in which Prince Charles ihiift have ftood j 
viz. either as a purchafer claiming by grant 
from his father, or as 2m heir, liable dining 
his minority to the ri^ts of a Guardian kk 
Chivalry, And, if the language of his Ma- 
jcfty^s Attorney General has been correctly 
fbited in the News-papers, tWs is the ^ound 
on which hisMajefty's right to retain the re* 
venues during tlie Princess minority feeras to 
be refted : viz. that the ftatute of the 12th of 
(3ar. n, c. 24, does not extend to that efiate 
in Fee-fimple, which was created by tiie i ith 
of Ed. III. and that confequently the King^ 
as Guardian in Chivalry, was entitled to the. 
revenues of the Duchy during the minority 
of the Prince. 

If the ftatute of the 1 2th of Car. II. did not 
extend to this eftate, as well as to all other 
cftates of inheritance wijhin this realm, then 
1 admit that -the King had a right to the re* 
venues during the Princess minority j but I 

maintaiui 
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ttiaintain, that the ftatute of the 12th of 
Cai'. II. did extend to this eftate, and I chal- 
lenge the Attorney-General to advance any 
folid Reafons in fupport of a contrary opi- 
nion. - 

Not having been prefent when the At- 
torney-General is fuppofed to have advanced 
this do<3:rihe, I do not exa6lly.know on 
what grounds he refted his opinion. The 
news-papers fuppofe him to have taken a 
.diftinftion between a military tenure and a 
peerage tenut-e>; to have ftated that the 
Prince's eftate in the Duchy of Cornwall 
was a peerage tenure, and to have alferted 
that the ftatute did not abolifh Gua.rdianfhip 

[ in Chivalry iti th6 cafe of a peerage tenure. 

. I am not certain that there is fuch a diftinc- 
tion of military tenure ^nA peerage tenure y but 
if there is, I maintain that the ftatute has 
aholiihcd the fruits and confequents'of tenure 
in every inftance • and that no cafe can now 
exiftin which the Kingj as Guardian in Chi- 
valry, is entitled to take to his own ufe the 
Revenues of any man's eftate during his 
minority. 

The expreffions in the ftatute refpefling 
peerage honours will all be found to h^ve 

C been 
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been introduced for the protection and fafe-' 
guard of thofe honours, and not for the 
purpofe of keeping peerage honours fubjeft 
to the burtheivfome fruits of tenure* The 
whole purview of that ftatute is the abo- 
lition of the burthenfome fruits of tenure, 
which the ftatute recites to have been more 
burthenfome to the fubjeft than benefici^ 
to the King. Can the Attomey-Gejicral 
fhew that there is any other eftate in Eng- 
land over which the right of Guardian in 
Chivalry remains ? It will be a fmgular cir- 
cumftance if the ftatute has aboliftied Guar-^ 
dianftiip in Chivalry, as to every other eftate 
in England, and fuffered it to remain m 
force againft this eftate of the Prince of 
Wales, in the Duchy of Cornwall, At the 
time that this ftatute of the 12th of Car. IL 
was ena6led, the fee-fimpfe created by the 
I ith of Edw. III. in the Duchy of Cornwall^ 
was either vefted in the King himfelf, or it 
was in abeyance. If it was vefl^ in the 
King himfelf, is it probable that this eftater 
alone was that to which His Majefty would 
not extend his bounty? If it was in abey- 
ance, let it be obferved, that it is expreflly 
declared by the ftatute, Aat the Kkg fhall 

ni 
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in future create no tenure but in common 
focage; is it probable that the legiflature, 
anxioufly providing that the King fhould in 
future create no tenure but in common 
fbcage, could intend, that this eftate in the 
Duchy of Cornwall, whenever it came again 
in ejfey fhould be of the nature of a military 
tenure, and liable to guardianlhip in chi- 
valry? If this eftate remained liable to 
guardianfhip in chivalry, it remained liable 
alfo to the Valor Maretagn\ for the right of 
marrying the ward was always confequent 
on guardianship in chivalry. Was the 
Prince of Wales to be the only man in the 
kingdom for whofe marriage the King was 
to receive a price? Surely it will be a diffi- 
cult jnatter for the Attorney-General to 
maintain, that the ftatute of the 12th of 
Car. II. has aboliftied guai'dianfhip in chi- 
valry, in refpe^l of every other eftate in the 
kingdom, and retained it in refpefl of this 
eftate in the Duchy of Cornwall, created by 
the I ith of Edw. IJI. 

But if the Attorney-General refls the 
King's claim on this ground, he will cer- 
tainly admit that it is a doubtful point, whe- 
ther the ftatute of the i2th of C^. JI. does 

C a QC 
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- or does not extend to the Prince's eftat^, 
and the onus probandi lies on the Attomeyr- 
Gejieral; for the Prince claims as tenant in 
fee-fimple, the King claims a particular 
eftate, a chatteV inter efi^ as Guardian in Chir- 
valry. Now, wherever any one claims that 
a particular eftate fhall be cajved for his ber- 
nefit out of a fee-fimple, it is incumbent 
on him to fhew his right to, this pariicular 
eftate, otherwife every thing is prefvimed to 
belong to the tenant qf the £ee-fimple.' At 
all events the King's claim is fo doubtful, 
that it will be indecent in the Attorneyr 
General, and the King's Minifters, to per- 
fevere' in retaining thefe revenues, except 
the King's claim is fanftioned by the opinion 
of the Judges; this is a ftep which cannot 
be avoided; the opinion of the judges muft 
be taken on the queftion. 

If the Prince is entitled to the reventtes, 
during his minority, he will not be reduced 
to the painful neceflity of applying to Par- 
liament for their afliftance to enable him to 
difcharge his debts,. He will not be exhi- 
bited to the world as a prodigal who has 
contrafted debts which he has no means to 
pay. The nation, before it difcharges the 

Prince's 
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Prince's debts, has a right to know whether 
the Prince is not entitled to a fund which 
willof itfelf be adequate to that purpofe. 
ThePrince's creditors Ukewife have an equi- 
table intereft in this fund, and have a right 
to know whether there exifts a fund for their 
immediate payment, before they accept terms 
walogous to a compofition. 

I am aware that His Majefly's Minifters 
will fay, that the King has expended thefe 
revenues; and therefore, if it fhould ulti- 
mately be found ihat the King is indebted to 
jthe Prince to the amount of thefe revenues, 
yet, as the King has not the money, it muft 
J)e paid by the nation ; and that it is of 
little confequence whether the Parliament 
difcharge§ the Prince's debt or the King's 
debt. But I am not of this opinion. 

In the firft place, the juftice due to the 
Prince requires, that the public fhould know 
whether the Prince is difchai'ging his debts • 
with money received from the bounty of the 
nation, or whether he is difcharging them 
with his own money. If he difcharges his 
debts with his own money, he may have 
been guilty of folly in contra6Ving debts; 
but he has not been guilty of a deviation from 
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moral reftitude, by contrafting debts he 
was unable to pay. It muft make a mate- 
rial difference to the Prince, whether he i5 
to be held out to the world ^s a filvent or 
^ BXi infohent rmn. 

If money is granted by Parliament, the 
public ' ought to know whether that money 
is granted for the relief of the Prince, or 
for the relief of the King. If the money is 
granted for the relief of the King, lefs fen- 
fation will be caufed in the public imn4 
than if it is granted for the ufe of the Prince. 

The matter will ftand thus : the King has 
recdved the revenues of the Duchy during 
the Prince's minority; he conceived them to 
be his own; he has expended them; no 
blame can attach on the King, for he can 
do no Wrong. The blame muft fall on the 
various minifters who, from the birth of the 
Prince, have fufFered the King to continue 
under the miftake, and have not apprized 
him that the revenues of the Duchy were 
the property of his foh, and ought to be laid 
by for his ufe. The minifters will fay, that 
they were mifled by the decifion of the judges 
on Prince Charles's claim. At all events, 
the blan^e will fall on various fucceffions of 

mini- 
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ttiinifters j diid the nation, Jiccuftomed to hear, 
that minifters have fufFered the public money . 
to be incautioully fpent, will grumble, pay 
the money, and forget the tranfaflion- 

But the afcertaining that the money is 
wanted for the difcharge of a debt due from 
the King, may procure benefit to the people 
in another way. If it is a debt due from 
the King, when Parliament is called on tQ 
aflift the King in difcharging it. Parliament 
may reafonably expeft that the King will 
concur in felling fome of the crown4ands^ 
for the payment of tWs debt ; or the King 
may confent to appropriate fome part of his 
Civil Lift for this purpofe. But while the 
money is demanded for the difcharge of a 
debt due from the Prince, this contribution 
on the part of the King cannot be afked for 
by Parliament without being firft offered by 
the King. 

But it feems to be the deterniination oE the 
King's minifters, not only that no part of 
this debt fhall be paid out of the Civil Lift, 
erby the fale of crown-lands, but they even 
feem refolved that no part of it ihall be p^d 
by the fale of the Prince's poffeffions as 
Duke of Goi'nwalL The Attorncy^Gcneral 

i5 
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is reported to have faid, that the Prince h^ 
only a lifehold-intereft in thi Duchy, and 
that the interefts of the Duke of York and 
Duke of Clarence would her violated if the 
poffeflions of the Duchy were fold. Mr. 
Pitt did not go quite fo far as to fay that the 
Prince had only a lifehold-intereft, but gave 
it as his opinion, that the Prince wias only 
tenant in tail. 

My anfwer to thefe pofitions is, that th^y 
are all ill-founded. The Prince is not tenant 
for life 5 the Prince is not tenant in tail > 
the Prince is tenant in fce-fimple. THe 
buke of York and Duke of Clarence have 
no interefts ; no, not even a poflibility of 
intereft in that eftate of which the Prince of 
Wales is now feifed* 

Firft, then, in anfwer to the Attorney-^ 
General's aflertion that the Prince of Wale^ 
has only a lifehold-intereft : I defire to know 
what right the late Princefs Dowager (his 
prefent Majefly's mother) lad to dower out 
of the policffions pf the Duchy of Cornwall 
if Frederic, Prince of Wales, was only tenant 
for life ? I have heard that fhe demanded 
her dower, and that 3000I. a year was paid 
her out of the pofleflions of the .Duchy in 

fatisfa^tion 



fetisfaftion of her claim of dower. If I 
have been mifinformed his Majefly's At- 
torney-General can fet me right. But if J 
am miftaken as to this faft, I cannot be 
ijiiftaken as to another> vi?. that Joan, the 
widow of Edward the Black Prince, had 
dower affigped her out of the poffeffiojis of 
the Duchy ; for the decifion on this claim is 
in the books- Now, I put itio the Attorney-r 
General, as a lawyer, whether the wife 
could be entitled to dower if the hufband 
was only tenant for life ? - So much in an- 
fwer to the Attprney-Qener^rs pofition, that 
the Prince of Wales is only tenant for life. 

Tq Mr. Pitt's aflertipn, that the Prince 
is only tenant in tail, I anfwer, that the 
contrary has been decided. It is laid down* 
in T'be Princes Cafe^ 8th R^eport, that the 
Prince is ^not tenant in tail, but tenant ii\ 
fee-fimpie -, and this unanfwerable reafon i^ \ 
there given for this opinion, viz. tliat thcj 
body is not limited out of which the heirs are 
to proceed 5 in other words, any heir of Edn 
ward the Black Prince (if the firft-born fon 
of a King of England) was entitled to claim 
^ tliis eftate from Edward the Black Prince by 
fiefcent. The D\ike of Yprk has no interejiy 

D "^^^ 
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If the above obfervaticns are well-founded, 
the following conplufions aye the neceffary 
refult. 

I ft. That the Prince from the moment of 
Ills birth was tenant in fee-fimplc of th? 
Duchy of Cornwall. 

2dly. That he \vas entitled to the reve-f 
nvies of that Duchy from the fame period. 

3dly- That they have been received by the 
icing during the Prince's minority for thq 
yfe of the Prince. 

4tlily. That this morj^y, with all the in-r 
creafe which ought to have been made by 
placing out the fame at intereft, remains a 
debt from the King to the Prince. 

5thly. That the Prince, his creditors, ^nd 
the nation, have a right to demand that this 
fund fhall be brought forward for thq pay-r 
ment of the Prince'g debts. 

6thly. That ipi 1787, when 9 promifeth? 
moft imprudent ^nd the moft hunuliating 
was extorted from the Prince, he was pro-r 
prietor of a fund adequate to the difchargQ 
pf all his debts. 

L(^ftly, that at this very moment, while 

his Majefty's minifters are carrying through 

parliament ^ meafure which fubjefts the 

PrincQ 
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Prince to the reproach of having violated 
his promife, and which muft necelFarily dif- 
grace and degrade lum in the eyes of his 
pountry and pofterity, tlie Prince is entitled 
to; demand, as a debt from his father, a fnm 
of money fufficient to relieve him from aU 
his incumbrances. 



' SINCE thefe Obfervations.were printed, I 
have found that Lord Coke's doftrine re^ 
fpe6ting the import of the word Primogenitus 
has been over-ruled; and that the fecond 
fon of the King is Primogenitus. within the 
meaning of the a6l when his eldeft brother 
is dead. The Duke of York, therefore, has a 
poffibility of inheriting the Fee-limple created 
by the I ith of Ed. III. 

Since thefe obfervations have appeared, the 
queftion has affumed another fhape. In the 
debate on -Monday laft, the Crown lawyers 
feem to have admitted the following pofi- 
tions: i ft. That the Prince is tenant in 
Fee-fimple. adly, That he was tenant in 
Fee-fimple from the momwit of his birth- 

E 3dly, 
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3dly, That he was entitled to the profits of 
the eftate from liie fame period. But they 
contended, that the eftate having been origi- 
nally granted for the mamtenance of the 
Prince, tlie King, having maintained him 
during his minority, was entitled to receive 
the revenues for the fame period. 

If this is the point of view in which the 
qnefKon is to be confidered, it lies in a nar- 
row cqmpafs. How would it fland if the 
King wa? a private man, in affivifnt gircurn- 
ftances, and having a numerous. family ? If, 
in thi$ cafe, a collateral reliStion was to be-- 
quealii to his eldefl fbn an ipd^pi^ndent fpr^ 
tune, I take it to be clear law, that no part 
ef the income of the fortune fo. bequeathed 
would be applicable to the maintenanq? of the 
eideft fon i the whole v^Q^M be dire^^ed to be 
accumulated for the benefit of th? eideft fon j 
and tkt father would be told, that the circum- 
llancd of his eideft fon'5 having an indepen- 
dent fortune did not (Ufgharge him from the 
duty of maintaining Ks fon. But if the fa- 
ther was in neceffitous circumft&ncesi then I 
^dmit the Court of Chancery woyld permit 
fomt part of the incc«ne of the fon's eftate to 

be 
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be applied towsds. his maintenance. Why ? 
Becaufe the faidier being, neceflitousy an4 
tberef ore incapable of maintaining and edu- 
catiing hk fon, in a manner adequate to what 
the {on*s^ future rank required^ it is for thc^ 
mtcidk of the fbn that his own money 
ftiould be employed in procuring him a fuit- 
able education. Is the queftion between the 
King and the Prince to be tried by any «ia- 
k^ to this rale ? If it is, it ftands thu^ ; 
viz. Was the King's income adequate to the 
iriaintenanceof his family? Has not tli§ 
King's civil lift been feveral tunes augmented 
on account of his numerous family ? Have 
not the debts on the civil lift been fcveral 
times difcharged for the fame reafon? Has it 
not been the general tenor of the language of 
Parliament, that they meant to fumifti his 
Majefty witfc an mcdme adequate to the 
maintenance of himfelf and his fknily ? 

But I fuppofe I fhall be told, that there is 
no analogy between the prefent cafe and that 
of a private man ; that this efta^e was^created' 
by Ed. III. for the fupport of the Jiate and 
^/^/VjV of the heir-apparent to the Crown > 
that a child in the cradle could have \SoJiate 
£ 2 and 
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and dignity^ and that therefore, during the 
time that the revenues of the Duchy were 
not wanted for the fupport of the Prince's 

Jftate znd dignity y the ufe of them refulted to 
the King. If this is the ground on which 
the King's claim to the revenues during his 
fon's minority is finally to be refted, let us 
give it a moment's confideration. 

That great and heroic prince, Ed. III. 
faw that it was not for the intereft of the 
nation that the heir-apparent to the crown 
ihould ftep at once from the nurfery to the 
throne. He faw that it was advantageous that 
there fhouid be a fort of a middle Hate, between 
the dependent condition of the fon and the 

. independent fituation of the monarch. It 
was with that view that he created this 
eftate j that he eftablifhed this fund for the 
fupport of tht Jiate of the heir-apparent. Is 
it clear that Ed. III. did not intend that the 
fund fhouid accumulate when there was no 

Jiate to be msdntained ? The contingent and 
cafual profits of an eftate form part of the 
value of an eftate. The Duke of Bedford 
has a large landed eftate ; the chance of a 
fuinority, and the confequent accumulation 

during 
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during thatrjK^edv .forms part of the value 
of this eftate. ' Mgl^LVmtM. III. view it 
in this light ? Might he hot |iy/.-f rconfider 
the poflible accumulation as a l5ene$t* j ip 
promotes my views 5 it increafes that fund 
which I deftine for the fupport of ihc Jlatf 
of the hdr-apparent : when the Prince is ar- 
rived at that age at which it is proper for 
him to affume his ftate, he will not be 
diftreffed for money for his outfit ; he will 
have wherewithal to allow even for the wafte 
generally attendant on the firift years of a 
yoimg prince's eftablifhment ? 

It is poflible that great and heroic king 
might entertain thefe fentiments ; for we fee 
from his own a£ts that he thought he had 
not done enough, and therefore addqd other 
lands by charter, and (as far as he was able) 
annexed them to the Duchy in the fame 
manner as the lands which had been annexed 
by Parliament. Ed. IIL when he created 
this eftate, muft, from a eonfideration of the 
nature of the eftate, have forefeen the pro- 
bability of frequent minorities. What were 
the fentiments of Heniy VI. and his Par- 
liament on this fubjed, as fjar as they are to 

be 
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be c6Hc6ted from the .two^'-i^'o? the ^id 
• * r * * » ^ • o «j 

and 38th of iiis^rl^ir-?-'^ What were the fen- 

thnentt:.6Jfe |ienry VII. as far as they may 

••.: '•^jjwlgei of fr<»n the expreflions in the 

*• charter of Rvery to his fon Prince Arthtiir ?* 

I do- not prefs tiicfe points^ left intentions 

foreign from the truth fhotM be attributed 

to^me. The fentiment I urged in^tihe Oh- 

firvcMom 1 ftill retain, viz. tliat bis Majefi/s 

minijiers earmot retain this money ^ except they 

can obtain the opinion of the judges as afan£iion 

for their conduSf. 

Gonfider for a moment how the matter 
flands : the King's minifter brings a meflage ' 
to Parliament, fuggeflring two fafts 5 ift. 
That the Prince has contrafted debts: 2d, 
That the Prince has no means by which he 
can (fifcharge thofe debts 3 and praying the 
affiftance of Parliament to enable the Prince 
to difcharge them. Before the Parliam^t 
complies with this requeft, undoubtedly it 
ought to enquire whether the fafts afferted 
as the ground of the requeft are true. The 
ift, viz. That the Prince has contrafted 
debts, is true : the, 2d, viz. That he has no 
meaais to difcharge thofe debts, cannot be 

known 
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known to be true while fuch a claim of the 
Prince's remains unexamined. The minifter, 
from the manner in which he has framed the 
meflage, has himfelf admitted, that the re- 
queft ought not to be complied with except 
Parliament believes that both the fa6ls are 
truly afferted. 
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